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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on the appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134
fromthe examner’s rejection of clainms 1-11, which constitute
all the clains in the application.

The di scl osed invention pertains to a control
apparatus for an AC generator of a notor vehicle. More
particularly, the invention is directed to controlling the
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field current flowing through the field coil of an AC

generator for efficient operation in a battery charging

operation node and a hi gh-voltage operating node.
Representative claim1l is reproduced as foll ows:

1. A control apparatus for an AC generator of a notor
vehi cl e, conpri sing:

arectifier for rectifying a voltage generated by an AC
generator which is driven by an internal conbustion engi ne and
has a field coil

a battery charged with electric energy outputted from
said rectifier,;

a high-voltage electric | oad of said notor vehicle
supplied with electric energy fromthe output of said
rectifier;

node setting means for changi ng over the output of said
rectifier to said battery or said high-voltage electric |oad
of the notor vehicle to thereby set a battery charging
operation node or a high-voltage operati on node; and

a voltage regulator for controlling a field current

flow ng through said field coil so that said field current
i ncreases gradually at rates of changes set for said operation
nodes, respectively, to thereby regul ate an out put voltage of
said AC generator to a predeterm ned value in each of said
operati on nodes as set.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng reference:
Yoshida et al. (Yoshida) 5, 080, 059 Jan. 14, 1992

Clainms 1-11 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. 8§ 102(b) as
bei ng antici pated by the disclosure of Yoshida.
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Rat her than repeat the argunents of appellant or the
exam ner, we nake reference to the briefs and the answer for
the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the subject matter on
appeal, the rejection advanced by the exam ner and the
evi dence of anticipation relied upon by the exam ner as
support for the rejection. W have, |ikew se, reviewed and
taken into consideration, in reaching our decision, the
appel lant’ s argunents set forth in the briefs along with the
examner’s rationale in support of the rejection and argunents
in rebuttal set forth in the exam ner’s answer.

It is our view, after consideration of the record
before us, that the disclosure of Yoshida does fully neet the
invention as set forth in clains 1, 2, 5 and 11. W reach the
opposite conclusion with respect to clains 3, 4 and 6-10.
Accordingly, we affirmin-part.

Anticipation is established only when a single prior
art reference discloses, expressly or under the principles of
i nherency, each and every el enent of a clainmed invention as
wel | as disclosing structure which is capable of perform ng
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the recited functional limtations. RCA Corp. v. Applied

Digital Data Systens, Inc., 730 F.2d 1440, 1444, 221 USPQ 385,

388 (Fed. Cir.); cert. dismssed, 468 U S. 1228 (1984); WL.

Gore and Associates, Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540,

1554, 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983), cert. denied, 469

U S. 851 (1984).

We consider first the rejection with respect to clains
1, 2, 5 and 11 which stand or fall together as a single group
[brief, page 3]. Wth respect to representative, independent
claim1, appellant argues that Yoshida does not disclose a
vol tage regul ator for controlling a field current through said
field coil so that said field current increases gradually at
rates of change set for said operation nodes, respectively.
Specifically, appellant argues that although Yoshi da does
di scl ose a gradual increase in the field current, there is no
di sclosure that this increase occurs at set rates of change
[brief, pages 3-5].

The exam ner responds that appellant is only
considering the response in Yoshida based on battery vol tage
and has not considered the response based on the | oad
condition of the battery. The exam ner notes that under a no
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| oad condition when the manifold is high, there is norma
charging of the battery (node 1) while under a high | oad
condition and | ow mani fold (node 2) the switch SW of Yoshida
wi || change the chargi ng resistance which al so changes the
rate of change of the current increase [answer, pages 5-6].

Appel I ant responds that it is the engine | oad
managenent system of Yoshida, and not the regulator R, which
controls the increase in field current [reply brief].

Considering the last point first, we find that the
engi ne | oad nmanagenent system 10 of Yoshida in conbi nation
with the voltage regulator R constitutes the voltage regul ator
of claim1l1l for purposes of finding anticipation. The only
guestion is whether the clainmed field current increasing
gradually at rates of change set for said operation nodes is
met by the operation of the ranp generator 22 in Yoshida as
asserted by the exam ner.

We have carefully considered appellant’s argunents in
the briefs, but we cannot find any specific response to the
position of the examner with respect to the two nodes noted
above. Appellant only seens to address the charging in
Yoshi da based on the voltage of the battery rather than on the

-5-



Appeal No. 1999- 1646
Appl i cation 08/628, 100

| oad conditions as asserted by the exam ner. Since the

exam ner’s position appears to establish a prima facie case of
anticipation wwth respect to claim1, and since appellant has
not directly responded to the rejection as formul ated by the
exam ner, we sustain the examner’'s rejection of claim1 and

of clainms 2, 5, and 11 which are grouped therewth.

Wth respect to claim 3, appellant argues that the
identifying neans and the rate-of-change setting neans are not
di scl osed by Yoshida. Specifically, appellant argues that the
identifying neans is disclosed to be either a duty-to-voltage
converter, a frequency-to-voltage converter or a voltage |evel
converter which are not disclosed by Yoshida. The rate-of-
change setting nmeans is disclosed to be a series of
conparators which receive a signal fromthe node setting neans
[brief, pages 5-6]. The exam ner responds that these
limtations do not appear in claim3 [answer, page 6].
Appel I ant responds that claim3 is witten in neans plus
function formand that the exam ner has failed to properly
interpret the neans in view of the disclosure as required

[reply brief].
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We agree with appellant. The exam ner has not
properly considered the nmeans plus function recitations of
claim3. The corresponding disclosure for the clainmed nmeans
nmust be considered in interpreting the scope of the clainms and
in applying prior art against the clains. Since the exam ner
has not properly considered the scope of claim3, we do not
sustain the rejection of claim3 as anticipated by Yoshi da.
Since clains 4 and 8-10 depend fromclaim3, we also do not
sustain the rejection of these clains. W also note for the
record that we agree with appellant’s separate argunent with
respect to claim4 as set forth in the brief.

Wth respect to clainms 6 and 7, appell ant argues that
Yoshi da does not disclose a node setting neans that outputs
control signals in the formof signals which differ from each
other with respect to frequency or with respect to voltage
| evel [brief, page 6]. The exam ner observes that the | oad
managenent system 50 of Yoshida has circuitry which produces
signal s havi ng frequency and voltage |levels. Notw thstanding
the exam ner’s observation, we agree with appellant that the
control signals for controlling the different operation nodes
do not differ fromeach other by either frequency or voltage
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|l evel. Therefore, we do not sustain the examner’s rejection
of clainms 6 and 7.

Al t hough we have not sustained the rejection of clains
8- 10 because they depend fromclaim3 as noted above, we al so
note for the record that we agree with appellant’s separate
argunments with respect to clains 8-10 as set forth in the
brief.

In summary, we have sustained the exam ner’s
anticipation rejection with respect to clains 1, 2, 5 and 11,
but we have not sustained this rejection with respect to
claims 3, 4 and 6-10. Accordingly, the decision of the

exam ner rejecting clains 1-11 is affirnmed-in-part.

No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR
8§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART
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